This paper aims to identify the source of the free postverbal constituent order attested in the Hungarian sentence. It will examine whether it is the consequence of a base-generated flat VP, it is the result of syntactic scrambling, or it is a PF phenomenon, the free linearization of a hierarchical syntactic structure.
). This is not the case in Hungarian, where non-specific indefinites also participate in postverbal free word order. Observe (7) , in which a non-specific bare plural has been preposed in front of both the subject and a manner adverb presumably adjoined to VP: (7) In É. Kiss (2008a,b) I have sought to account for postverbal free word order in the framework of Phase Theory. I assume two phases in the derivation of a clause: a lexical phase and a functional phase. The head positions of both phases are filled by V-movement. When the V is raised into the head of the functional phase, the hierarchical structure constituting the domain of the functional phase is claimed to be flattened -as the silent copies of the V and their projections are deleted. In this framework, the major postverbal constituents become sisters to one another at the syntax/semantics/phonology interface. If the interface representation of the clause is visualized as a three-dimensional tree, its postverbal section consists of multiple branches spreading from a single node, which are not ordered, and can be linearized at will in the course of spell-out.
This approach can account both for the subject-object asymmetries and the subject-object symmetries attested in the language. The vP is subjected to semantic interpretation twice: first as the hierarchical domain of the lexical phase, then as part of the flattened domain of the functional phase. Observe example (8a), a neutral sentence. In PredP, the lexical phase, the vP is still hierarchical; however, once the verb has been removed into the head of the functional phase, PredP collapses and becomes freely linearizable. In non-neutral sentences, the functional projection also includes an NNP (Non-Neutral Phrase) 5 , and a FocP and/or a NegP. The V moves into the NN head, thereby reversing the 'particle, verb' order of neutral clauses. The head of the functional phase of a non-neutral clause is the V in NN (the highest overt head in the series of functional projections), and the phasal domain subject to flattening is AspP -see (8b). (Both neutral and non-neutral sentences can also involve a TopP.) Grammatical phenomena which are indicative of a hierarchical structure, e.g., the anaphoric relation licensed in (9a) as opposed to (9b), are interpreted on the hierarchical domain of the lexical phase. Grammatical phenomena indicative of a flat structure, e.g., the lack of weak crossover effect in (10), are interpreted on the flattened domain of the functional phase, where the objec variable c-commands (A-binds) the genitive specifier of the subject (for details, see É. Kiss 2008a) . (9) The facts to be accounted for will be summarized in sections 4 and 5.
----------------------------→ PredP ------------------------→ Évát
(8)b. FocP Spec NegP PÉTER i Spec NNP nem flattening free linearization NN AspP -------------------------→ AspP --------------------------→ Évát
The word order position and scope of adverbial adjuncts
Preverbal adverbial adjuncts have scope over the sentence part that they precede and ccommand. However, they can also follow the V, in which case their order among the postverbal constituents is free, and their scope is independent of their relative position within In the theory presented in É. Kiss (2008a) , it is the phasal domain c-commanded by the phasal head (the V) that is subjected to flattening and to free linearization at the syntax/semantics/phonology interface -however, in (12) neither szerintem, nor figyelmesen is part of the phasal domain. A predicate adverbial can become part of the phasal domain only in an extended functional phase, in which AspP is subsumed by a FocP projection, with the V (representing the phasal head) raised to the NN head. In such constructions, e.g. that in (13), the V moving from Asp to NN crosses the predicate adverbials preceding AspP, whereby they surface in the domain c-commanded by the V, to be flattened and to be linearized freely in PF.
Since they are part of the presupposition, they undergo stress reduction. Observe the two postverbal predicate adverbials in (13a-c). Their position in the postverbal sentence part is free; they are understood to have scope over AspP, and they are destressed. would not be able to recognize their scope difference. and their absolute and relative scope is independent of their word order position. The word order variants of (14a,b) listed under (15a-e), with one or both of the quantifiers in postverbal position, are scopally ambiguous: each of them has both the reading of (14a) and the reading of (14b):
The word order position and scope of quantifiers
(15) a. Mindenki gyorsan el-olvasott több cikket is a vizsgára.
b. Több cikket is gyorsan el-olvasott a vizsgára mindenki.
c. Gyorsan el-olvasott a vizsgára mindenki több cikket is.
d. Gyorsan el-olvasott több cikket is a vizsgára mindenki.
e. Gyorsan el-olvasott mindenki a vizsgára több cikket is.
The interpretations of these sentences do not follow from the phasal theory presented in É. Kiss (2008a) . In these examples, the projection subject to flattening and free linearization at the syntax/semantics interface is PredP. However, the postverbal quantifiers in (15a-e) cannot be part of PredP, as they outscope it. They have scope over the AspP modified by gyorsan 'quickly', hence they must occupy positions c-commanding AspP.
What the theory in É. Kiss (2008a) can handle in a straightforward way is postverbal quantifiers in the scope of a focus and/or negation. If an AspP with Q-raised quantifiers in front of it is extended by a focus and/or a negative particle, the verb is raised from Asp across the preposed quantifiers into the NN head, as a consequence of which the quantifiers crossed by the V will become part of the flattened phasal domain, where they will c-command each other. The phasal domain, representing the presupposition of the focus construction, undergoes stress reduction. 'Everybody failed most subjects twice.' every > most > twice 'Most subjects, everybody failed twice.' most > every > twice Sentences containing a stressed postverbal quantifier are problematic for the theory in É. Kiss (2008a) , deriving free postverbal order at the syntax/semantics/phonology interface, for the same reason why sentences containing a postverbal sentence adverb: stressed postverbal quantifiers cannot form part of the flattened, freely linearizable phasal domain, as they have scope over (the whole or a part of) the left pheriphery of the phase, as well.
The proposal

Postverbal adverbials
According to mainstream generative tradition, adverbials enter the derivation via adjunction.
They are adjoined to the syntactic projection that they have scope over. This is the view represented by Chomsky (2001) and Ernst (2002) , and this is the framework that has turned out to be most adequate for the description of adverbial modification in Hungarian (see the studies in É. Kiss (ed.) Adjunction serves the purpose of establishing a c-command relation between the adjunct and the syntactic projection it modifies. In standard generative syntax, nothing constrains the direction of adjunction, 6 i.e., not only left adjunction, but also right adjunction is allowedsee, e.g., Ernst (2002) and Fox (2003) . In a version of the adjunction theory, developed by Lebeaux 1988 Lebeaux , Ǻfarli (1997 , and Chomsky (2001), 7 among others, adjuncts are merged into the syntactic tree on a separate plane, in a third dimension, and are integrated into linear order only in PF. Third-dimension adjuncts can also be mapped onto the primary plane either on the left or on the right according to Ǻfarli (1997) . e. János el-olvassa figyelmesen szerintem a könyvet.
Postverbal quantifiers
In standard generative syntax quantifiers assume positions c-commanding their scope via Qraising, an adjunction rule. At the same time, alternative theories have also been proposed in which quantifiers move to specifiers of designated functional projections, where they participate in feature-checking -cf. Beghelli and Stowell (1997) . A version of this theory, based on facts of Hungarian, has been elaborated by Szabolcsi (1997) , and Brody and Szabolcsi (2003) .
In the theory of Szabolcsi, and Brody and Szabolcsi, distributive quantifiers, among them universals, are moved into the specifiers of Distributive Phrases. DistP is an iterable functional projection located above FocP and below TopP. Baker 1985) .
According to Mirror Theory, syntactic heads precede their complement, whereas morphological heads follow it. Brody and Szabolcsi assume that Dist can be analyzed as either a syntactic or a morphological head. In a DistP with a morphological Dist head, a quantifier in Spec,DistP has scope over the projection which precedes it in the complement of the Dist head.
In addition to having several stipulative elements, the Szabolcsi-Brody theory also raises empirical problems. For example, it does not follow from anything that, whereas the highest quantifier and the highest topic can land in any of the lower, postverbal operator series, the highest focus must move up into the Spec,FocP position of the highest, preverbal, operator series. It also remains unexplained why FocP is recursive only in the lower operator series, but not in the highest one. The theory does not appear to be extendable to negative quantifiers.
(For a more detailed criticism of the theory, see É. Kiss (2008b) .)
These problems do not arise if we return to the standard, adjunction analysis of Q-raising, and we derive the wide scope of postverbal quantifiers by assuming right-adjunction, and we derive their free postverbal order by assuming free linearization in PF.
Quantifiers can be adjoined to any functional projection in the predicational part of the sentence. (The projections external to the predicational part, among them TopP and CP, are not possible landing sites of Q-raising). 9 Quantifiers adjoined to NegP are subject to negative concord, as a result of which their initial minden 'every' morpheme is replaced by se-'no'.
If Q-raising is mapped on the two-dimensional syntactic tree as left-adjunction, the semantic and phonological interpretation of quantifiers in the preverbal domain is trivial: they ccommand their scope, and they are pronounced in the order determined by their syntactic position. Observe the syntactic structures assigned to (14a) and (17a): (23) If Q-raising is mapped on the two-dimensional syntactic tree as right-adjunction, quantifiers will c-command, and take scope over, the very same syntactic domain as their left-adjoined counterparts. The right-adjunction of one or both of the quantifiers in (23a) yields the following syntactic structures: Each of these structures has the same interpretation as (23a), since the quantifiers have the same c-command domains, and, consequently, the same absolute and relative scopes.
However, in PF the postverbal constituents of these strings are optionally reordered in observance of the Law of Growing constituents. For example, (24c) can be pronounced as (25). (The stressed mindenki 'everybody' is phonologically at least as heavy as the onesyllable longer but unstressed a vizsgára 'for the exam'.) (25) Gyorsan el-olvasott a vizsgára mindenki több cikket is.
At the same time (25) is also a possible linearization of the syntactic structure in (26), in which több cikket 'several papers' c-commands, and has scope over, mindenki 'everybody':
quickly PRT read the exam-for everybody several papers even
In this framework, the ambiguity of sentences containing both preverbal and postverbal quantifiers, such as (27a), also follows: the sentence is a possible PF-linearization of both (27b) and (27c): (27) In sum: the wide scope of right-adjoined adverbials and quantifiers, extending over a projection subsuming the overt verb, can be derived if the adverbial or quantifier c-commands its scope at the syntax-semantics interface. That is, its integration into the postverbal string must take place in PF; hence the free linearization of the postverbal string must be a PF operation.
A prediction
In the grammatical framework assumed, the output of the syntactic component is mapped on a prosodic structure in PF. However, there is no biunique relation between the two constructions; the former cannot be reconstructed from the latter. The prosodic hierarchy is expected to be less articulated than the syntactic hierarchy because of a NonRecursivity constraint on prosodic representations. As formulated by Truckenbrodt (2007) Peter very-much looked-for the meeting-ACC the old girlfriend-his-with 'Peter was very much looking forward to the meeting with his old girlfriend.'
Under both structural interpretations of (28), a találkozást a régi barátnıjével is linearized as two independent units -in accordance with the fact that both syntactic structures underlying (28) are mapped on a prosodic representation in which a találkozást and a régi barátnıjével represent two distinct phonological phrases:
(29) a. Péter várta a találkozást nagyon a régi barátnıjével.
Peter looked-for the meeting-ACC very.much the old girlfriend-his-with 'Peter was very much looking forward to the meeting with his old girlfriend.'
b. Péter várta a régi barátnıjével nagyon a találkozást.
The question arises what evidence we have that the disintegration of the complex noun phrase takes place in PF rather than in syntax. After all, the complex noun phrase cannot be focus-moved as a whole, either; the complement is obligatorily extraposed, which suggests that a találkozást and a régi barátnıjével are separated in syntax already. However, extraposition is obligatory only in the case of focusing, for the reason that Hungarian structural focus must be head-final. Topic movement is not constrained in this way; the complex noun phrase is topicalized as a whole, as in (30a In the syntactic component, the non-finite clause still forms a constituent which can only be topicalized as a whole (see (32a,b)) unless its subconstituents are supplied with different discourse features (see (32c)). reconcile-INF John only each-other-with was.able them 'As for making piece, it was only with each other that John could make them do that.'
Conclusion
It has been argued that the free constituent order attested in the postverbal section of the Hungarian sentence cannot be either the result of random base-generation, or the result of a syntactic operation, e.g., Scrambling, or flattening resulting from the pruning of the silent copies of the V. It must be a PF operation, because it also affects postverbal adverbials and quantifiers which c-command their scope from a right-adjoined position at the interfaces.
Further evidence of free linearization taking place in PF has been provided by the fact that the units of reordering are the phonological phrases. Prosodic representations are subject to a NonRecursivity constraint, hence complex noun phrases and infinitival phrases are segmented into strings of non-recursive phonological phrases. PF-reordering affects these segments, yielding the illusion of free extraposition. Postverbal phonological phrases are reordered according to their phonological weight.
